Walk, Roger A. 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Walk, Roger A. 

Thursday, January 30, 2003 5:01 PM 
Solaria, Rick P. 

FW: Comment re: FTC "tar” descriptors 


FYI: We will meet tomorrow morning at 8:30 AM. 

-Original Message— 

From: Walk, Roger A. 

Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2003 4:25 PM 

To: Osborne, Kevin (PMMC Legal) 

Subject: RE: Comment re: FTC "tar" descriptors 

Kevin, 

I try to call you to discuss with you both the content and the character of this email exchange. 

Roger 

—Original Message— 

From: Osborne, Kevin (PMMC Legal) 

Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2003 3:25 PM 

To: Walk, Roger A.; Roethig, Hans; Adams, Candace R. 

Cc: McCann, Amy Arnold; Murphy, Virginia; Solana, Rick P. 

Subject: RE: Comment re: FTC "tar" descriptors 

Roger- 

Thanks for your feedback. 

I of course defer to you all re the scientific criteria. 

I also defer to you whether all relevant internal parties are aware of the differences between the TES categories and 
conventional "tar" categories, which I see as different than understanding the scientific approach to defining the 
sections. For example, there is no one category in the TES that truly corresponds to the "Lights" segment, as that 
term is used, but that may be a non-issue if the gathered data can also then be "grouped 1 ' according to the 
conventional categories for certain purposes (pis. forgive me if my language doesn't capture the technical nuances). 
We will need to work together to have a clear communication to regulators regarding the data as categorized. 

Also, I wanted to point out the rounding issue given that it's my understanding that PM USA does not have access to 
the "tar" data of competitors or of TITL re competitive product to the tenth decimal point. Jane or Mary Ellen would 
know definitively. 

1 suggest we should discuss. 


Rick - perhaps this should be raised at the next R,D&E staff-? 


—Original Message. 

From: Walk, Roger A. 

Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2003 2:40 PM 

To: Osborne, Kevin (PMMC Legal); Roethig, Hans; Adams, Candace R. 

Cc: McCann, Amy Arnold; Murphy, Virginia; Solana, Rick P. 

Subject: Comment re: FTC "tar" descriptors 

Kevin, 

We went at length into a scientific approach (best possible separation) to define our 'sections' for the total US 
market when using FTC 'tar' numbers. We used the MA benchmarking data and the best (most accurate and 
recent) tar numbers (FTC method) and have explained our rationale for the choices we made for the TES to 
PMUSA Senior Management and the public health community. Our criteria were scientific not conventions. We 
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also do not intend to use descriptors in the TES but describe the tar sections by their boundary numbers. So ( can 
understand the interest in consistency I cannot recommend to redefine or change the approach taken in the TES, 

f cannot comment on whether the tar categories in the surveillance plan should be revisited, because I am not 
familiar with the rationale used for those choices. I am sure Hans and Candace can explain/comment. 

Regards, 

Roger 


-Original Message— 

From: Osborne, Kevin (PMMC Legal) 

Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2003 2:17 PM 

To: Roethlg, Hans; Walk, Roger A.; Adams, Candace R. 

Cc: McCann, Amy Arnold; Murphy, Virginia 
Subject: FTC "tar” descriptors 

Hans, Roger and Candace 

In reviewing the draft surveillance plan, I noted that the tar categories were not described according to 
industry and Philip Morris USA convention. I raised this with Candace yesterday and, given potential 
implications, wanted to raise with all of you. It's my understanding that these "tar” categories are used in the 
Total Exposure Study. 

For your information, this convention is: 


Full flavor - average per cigarette "tar" of 15 mg. or more 
Lights - average per cigarette "tar" of 7 to 14 mg. 

Ultra Lights - average per cigarette "tar" of 6 mg. or less. 


As you know, the FTC method provides for rounding to the nearest mg. of tar, e.g., the "tar" range for Lights 
defined in terms of tenths of a mg. with rounding would be 6.5-14.4 mg. "tar" average per cigarette. The FTC 
Report published by the FTC reports "tar" in whole number, with the rounding done by TITL or the 
manufacturer performing the test. 


I'm concerned that the use of different categories may cause internal and external confusion, especially with 
the FTC and public health community, I think it's fine from this perspective to create subdivisions within the 
conventional categories, but creating new categories which overlap with two conventional categories could be 
problematic and should be avoided absent a scientific reason to define differently. I think these different 
categories could be confusing internally and, importantly, potentially confusing in discussing the eventual 
results with regulators and others in the public health community. 

Once you've had an opportunity to review, ! suggest we discuss. 

thanks 
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